recovery would be less difficult for the state in control of the borehole site than would recovery of plutonium in spent fuel. Although the cost of implementation itself would probably rate as low, boreholes are rated moderate on cost because of the development and licensing programs required. These costs could in fact ultimately be in the high category (as is also the case with other nonrepository disposal options). Boreholes are judged moderate on ES&H risks, but if technical uncertainties are resolved favorably, these risks could turn out to be low.
Sub-seabed disposal is rated high in technical uncertainty because considerable development would still be required before this option could be implemented—but it is the most fully developed of the options receiving this rating. This approach is rated as having high difficulty of public and institutional acceptance, because of the legal barriers and likely intense international opposition to such disposal. As with deep-borehole disposal, however, time to execute and risks of handling are rated low, and cost is rated moderate because even though implementation costs could be low, the costs of development and licensing would be substantial.
Detonation with underground nuclear explosions is rated high for technical uncertainty, even though it is clear it could be done, because of the many unresolved safety and environmental issues. Similarly, it is rated as having high ES&H risks and acceptance difficulties.
Existing LMRs without reprocessing are less susceptible to across-the-board ratings than some of the other options because there are wide variations in the design and characteristics of these facilities; moreover, some are in countries where the excess weapons plutonium is located, whereas for others, the plutonium would have to be shipped and agreements negotiated. Existing LMRs are rated as low in technical uncertainty because the use of plutonium in these reactors is amply demonstrated; however, there are outstanding technical issues regarding the safety of some of these facilities. The time necessary to execute is rated high, because of the relatively small capacity, advanced age, or poor availability records of the existing LMRs.
ALWRs refers to LWRs built for this mission, whether existing or follow-on designs. Technical uncertainty is rated low (though this judgment applies primarily to existing and evolutionary designs). Time to execute is rated high because licensing and building new reactors would take substantially longer than using existing facilities.
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